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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

David Charles Gross appesal s the district court's order finding that
substantial evidence supported the decision of the Commissioner of
Socia Security that he was not entitled to supplemental security
income (SSI) benefits. We affirm.

Gross, who was born in 1961 and has a twelfth-grade education but
no relevant work experience, applied for benefits alleging that he was
disabled due to alearning disability. The ALJfound that the learning
disability limited Gross to light work with additional restrictions. A
vocational expert (VE) testified that significant numbers of jobs that
Gross could perform existed in the North Carolina economy. On this
basis, the ALJ determined that Gross was not disabled for SSI pur-
poses. The Appeals Council upheld this decision, which became the
final decision of the Commissioner. The district court found that the
Commissioner's decision was supported by substantial evidence. This
appeal followed.

Our review islimited to determining whether substantial evidence
supports the Commissioner's decision and whether the correct law
was applied. See Richardson v. Perales, 402 U.S. 389, 401 (1971);
Haysv. Sullivan, 907 F.2d 1453, 1456 (4th Cir. 1990). Substantial
evidence is that evidence which a"reasonable mind might accept as
adequate to support a conclusion.” Perales, 402 U.S. at 401 (internal
guotations omitted). Gross claims on appeal that: (1) hisimpairment
met the requirements of 20 C.F.R. Part 404, Subpart P, App. 1 § 12.08
(1998); (2) the hypotheticals posed to the VE did not accurately
reflect hislimitations; and (3) the ALJ did not adequately consider the
evidence.

We have reviewed the record, briefs, and pertinent case law in this
matter. Our review persuades us that the issues raised on appeal are
without merit, substantial evidence supports the Commissioner's deci-
sion, and the correct law was applied. Accordingly, we affirm on the
reasoning of the district court. See Grossv. Apfel, No. CA-95-89-5-T
(W.D.N.C. Aug. 3, 1998).* We dispense with oral argument because

*Although the district court's order is marked as'filed" on July 28,
1998, the district court's records show that it was entered on the docket
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the facts and legal contentions are fully presented in the materials
before us and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED

sheet on August 3, 1998. Pursuant to Rules 58 and 79(a) of the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure, it isthe date that the order was physically
entered on the docket sheet that we take as the effective date of the dis-
trict court's decision. Wilson v. Murray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th
Cir. 1986).



